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stop the violence on his side of the bor-
der. But we are naive to think it’s not 
going to come to the United States be-
cause eventually it will. It is a na-
tional security issue, Madam Speaker. 

Some say that Mexico will be a failed 
state because of the drug cartels’ influ-
ence, and it’s certainly a tough situa-
tion for Mexican nationals that live 
along the border. I’ve been on both 
sides of the border, and I’ve seen it’s a 
tough situation for people who live 
there because they live in fear because 
the drug cartels are fearless and they 
would do anything to bring those drugs 
into the United States. 

Our own State Department has 
issued a spring break advisory: Don’t 
go to Mexico. It’s not safe to go down 
there. There are beheadings of local 
and law enforcement officers. There 
are kidnappings of not only Mexican 
nationals but Americans that are being 
kidnapped now on our side of the bor-
der. It’s a violent place, Madam Speak-
er. The United States now says that 
only Pakistan and Iran are more of a 
national security concern than Mexico. 
That’s serious, and we should be con-
cerned about it. 

We now understand, of course, about 
the corruption in the Mexican Govern-
ment. Even though President Calderon 
is trying to do what he can, you see, 
those drug cartels pay their criminals 
a whole lot more money than these fed-
eral peace officers get paid, and they 
switch sides and some of them even 
work for the federal government in 
Mexico. So he’s put troops on the bor-
der. I’m talking about the President of 
the Mexico. He’s put several thousands 
of troops on the border. Several thou-
sand went into Juarez to try to stop 
the drug cartels from operating there. 

More importantly, Madam Speaker, 
this is a national security issue for the 
United States. Both sides of the border 
are violent, and we need to do every-
thing we can to deal with this problem. 

The first thing we need to do is real-
ize it’s going on. In last year’s election, 
neither person running for President 
ever mentioned the border problem. 
They didn’t want to talk about that. It 
wasn’t politically correct. 

We have to deal with this issue. We 
have to help the Border Patrol. We 
need to change the rules of engage-
ment. The Border Patrol, right now 
they can’t shoot anybody unless 
they’re shot at. They have got to take 
the first bullet; so they back off. 

We need to help the sheriffs. One of 
the sheriffs down in Texas told me that 
the drug cartels outgun them, out-fi-
nance them and out-man them. 
They’ve got better equipment, more 
money, and more people. A deputy 
sheriff in South Texas makes about 
$12,000 a year. A guy running drugs or 
guns across the border will make that 
much in 2 weeks. It’s important that 
we help them. 

And, of course, I think that we ought 
to put our troops on the border. If we 
put our troops, the National Guard, on 
the border, people will quit crossing. 

Mexico is doing what it can with its 
military, but we won’t do that because 
we might offend somebody. 

Down the road the United States has 
to deal with the real problem, and 
that’s the tremendous addiction Amer-
icans have for illicit drugs. We have to 
deal with that or this is all going to 
continue. But until we fix that prob-
lem, we need to stop the crime from 
coming into the United States. 

It is time, Madam Speaker, that we 
realize the truth because the first duty 
of government is not building roads 
and bridges and sending money to mu-
seums and foreign aid. The first duty of 
government is to protect the people. 
That’s the people of the United States. 
And our government needs to get with 
the program and send the National 
Guard to the border. 

And that’s just the way it is. 
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MARINE CORPS LEAGUE SUPPORT 
FOR REDESIGNATING THE DE-
PARTMENT OF THE NAVY AS 
THE DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
AND MARINE CORPS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr. 
JONES) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. JONES. Madam Speaker, the 
Navy and Marine Corps have operated 
as one entity for more than two cen-
turies, and H.R. 24 would enable the 
name of their department to illustrate 
this fact. 

For the past 7 years, the full House of 
Representatives has supported this 
change as part of the National Defense 
Authorization Act. This year I’m 
grateful to have the support of Senator 
PAT ROBERTS, a former Marine who re-
cently introduced a companion bill in 
the Senate, S. 504. I hope that the Sen-
ate will support the House position and 
join in bringing proper respect to the 
fighting team of the Navy and Marine 
Corps. The Marines who are fighting 
today in Afghanistan and Iraq deserve 
this recognition. 

Madam Speaker, last month I had 
the privilege of addressing more than 
200 Marine Corps veterans and retirees 
at the Marine Corps League’s mid-win-
ter conference. The Marine Corps 
League has nearly 70,000 members na-
tionwide, and their shared mission is 
preserving the traditions and pro-
moting the interests of the United 
States Marine Corps. 

As in years past, I spoke to their 
mid-winter conference about legisla-
tion introduced like H.R. 24 to des-
ignate the Department of the Navy as 
the Department of the Navy and Ma-
rine Corps. The Marine Corps League 
has proudly endorsed this legislation 
and has pledged to work with my office 
to secure its passage by the House and 
Senate. Over the years I have been en-
couraged by the overwhelming support 
I have received for this change from so 
many members and veterans of the 
United States Armed Forces. 

I am honored to have the support of 
Michael Blum, the national executive 

director of the Marine Corps League. 
He’s a highly decorated combat ma-
rine, who served honorably off the 
coast of Cuba during the Cuban Missile 
Crisis in 1962. He also served his coun-
try in the Philippines, Korea, and Viet-
nam. It is because of great marines like 
Michael Blum that I continue to cham-
pion this cause for the United States 
Marine Corps. 

Madam Speaker, I want to also thank 
Senator PAT ROBERTS for joining me on 
the Senate side in this effort to rename 
the Department of Navy to the Depart-
ment of the Navy and Marine Corps. 

And before I close, I would like to 
point out the importance of this. There 
are many important reasons why this 
should take place. The history of both 
the Navy and Marine Corps, the fact 
that they are one fighting team. But, 
Madam Speaker, with our Marines and 
Army and other personnel dying in Af-
ghanistan and Iraq, I want to show you 
exactly why and how this would be im-
portant to a Marine family who lost a 
loved one fighting for this great Na-
tion. 

I have a poster that is actually a let-
ter from the current Secretary of the 
Navy. It’s a condolence letter. Cer-
tainly I took the family’s name out 
and the deceased’s name. And I will 
read just one sentence, Madam Speak-
er: From the Secretary of the Navy, 
November 18, 2008: ‘‘On behalf of the 
Department of the Navy, please accept 
my very sincere condolences on the 
loss of your son Captain Joseph A. Ma-
rine.’’ Obviously we substituted that 
last name out of respect. 

b 1645 
Madam Speaker, if this should be-

come the law of the land, and it is so, 
so justified that we would have the De-
partment of Navy and Marine Corps as 
one, one fighting team, this is what the 
condolence letter would say, Madam 
Speaker. It would say the Secretary of 
the Navy and Marine Corps, Wash-
ington D.C., November 18 of 2008, and it 
would say, ‘‘Dear Marine Corps Family: 
On behalf of the Department of Navy 
and Marine Corps, please accept my 
very sincere condolences.’’ 

Madam Speaker, this is only right. I 
want to thank the House of Represent-
atives, Congressman and former Chair-
man of the Armed Forces Committee, 
DUNCAN HUNTER, and present Chairman 
IKE SKELTON for always supporting this 
legislation, and my many colleagues 
who have done so. This year, with the 
help of Senator PAT ROBERTS, I think 
this can become a reality. 

With that, Madam Speaker, I ask 
God to continue to bless our men and 
women in Afghanistan and Iraq, to 
bless their families, to bless the fami-
lies who have given a loved one dying 
for freedom. And I ask God three times, 
please, God; please, God; please God, 
continue to bless America. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 
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(Mr. DEFAZIO addressed the House. 

His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. ROS- 
LEHTINEN) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN addressed the 
House. Her remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

WE HAVE SEVERE ECONOMIC 
PROBLEMS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Madam 
Speaker, we have got severe economic 
problems. People are losing their 
homes. People who are staying in their 
homes are having a very difficult time 
making their payments, and we really 
need to do everything we can to help 
them. 

Now, the Obama administration has 
a budget that they proposed, and I wish 
everybody in America was paying at-
tention. I can’t talk to them directly, 
but if they were paying attention, I 
would like to tell them that President 
Obama’s budget cuts their mortgage 
interest deduction. It reduces their 
mortgage interest deduction. 

So if you have a house, Madam 
Speaker, and you are paying your 
mortgage, the interest on that mort-
gage is tax deductible, and he is going 
to reduce, get this, he is going to re-
duce the tax deductibility of part of 
your mortgage interest. 

I am sure that’s going to really stim-
ulate the purchase of homes and help 
the economy. This is not what he 
promised. It’s going to be, in effect, a 
tax increase. And we have got chari-
table institutions around this country, 
churches, the Salvation Army, all 
kinds of charitable institutions that do 
so much good for this country. And we 
really, we really admire them for that, 
and we give money to them, and we de-
duct that money from our taxes be-
cause it’s a charitable contribution. 

And, you know, President Obama’s 
budget is going to reduce the amount 
that you can deduct from your taxes 
for charitable contributions. Now, I 
don’t know, I don’t know what the pur-
pose of that is. I guess he is trying to 
raise more money in taxes. 

But the fact of the matter is those 
charitable institutions are going to get 
less money because you can’t deduct 
all of that money from your taxes, as 
you have in the past. They are reduc-
ing it dramatically. 

And so where are the people going to 
go who depend on those charitable in-
stitutions if they don’t have the money 
to help them? Well, you guessed it, the 
government. We will just raise your 
taxes and spend more money on bail-
outs and everything else to help those 
who are in need. 

But right now, if a charity wants to 
help somebody, we can give them 
money and we could deduct it from our 
taxes. I wish everybody in America re-
alized this. We were promised so much, 
we were promised everything was going 
to be better, that taxes were going to 
be lowered, that everybody is going to 
be living better, and everything has 
been going south. 

We are spending money like it’s 
going out of style, trillions and tril-
lions of dollars, so much money that 
people can’t even comprehend it and 
our kids and our grandkids are going to 
be paying for it with higher taxes and 
very high inflation. And, folks, let me 
just tell you, my colleagues, that infla-
tion ain’t too far off, because as fast as 
they are printing money, it’s going to 
happen pretty fast. 

So let me just say to my colleagues 
and everybody, we really need to take 
a hard look at that budget, and we 
should not allow charitable deductions 
and the taxes on it to be reduced, the 
tax deductibility reduced. And mort-
gage interest, we should not allow 
there to be a reduction in the tax de-
ductibility of mortgage interest. It will 
hurt the economy. 

I hope President Obama is listening. 
f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes. 

(Ms. KAPTUR addressed the House. 
Her remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. HOLT) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. HOLT addressed the House. His 
remarks will appear hereafter in the 
Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

REVENUE NEUTRAL CARBON TAX 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr. ING-
LIS) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. INGLIS. Madam Speaker, the 
last couple of weeks I have been dis-
cussing opportunity and the danger 
that we confront with our energy inse-
curity. There is this enormous danger 
that was talked about over the last 
couple of weeks. There is also this in-
credible opportunity to create new 
jobs. 

And to give you an idea of what that 
means in a district, the Fourth District 
of South Carolina, one of the six in 
South Carolina, has the wonderful for-
tune of having General Electric make 
gas turbines and wind turbines there. 
They have somewhere around 1,500 en-
gineers and somewhere around 1,500 
production employees, and at that fa-
cility they make wind turbines. They 
tell me that 1 percent of the world’s 
electricity right now is made by the 
wind. 

If it goes to 2 percent, it’s $100 billion 
in sales. I am pretty excited about that 
because, presumably, a lot of that 
money would be attributed to the 
Greenville facility and jobs would be 
created there. 

So the question is how do you get 
from here to there? By the way, 
Madam Speaker, the Department of 
Energy says that we can, in the United 
States, get to 20 percent of our elec-
tricity being made by the wind, and we 
consume 25 percent of the world’s elec-
tricity. So it’s a tremendous business 
opportunity. 

So how do we get from here, the in-
tention of having fuels of the future, to 
the reality of fuels of the future? Well, 
I think it’s all about economics. It’s all 
about whether there is a price signal 
and an internalizing of the externals 
associated with fossil fuels—and that’s 
what I talked about last week here on 
the floor—is the need to internalize 
externals associated with some of our 
fossil fuels, especially coal in the case 
electricity; and in the case of the na-
tional security risk we are running 
with petroleum, the externalities asso-
ciated with what comes out of our tail 
pipes and the national security risk as-
sociated with what we put in the gas 
tank. 

So if you start attaching those 
externals to the price of the product, 
then some good things start happening 
and we start moving toward this in-
credible opportunity. So the oppor-
tunity at hand for us in a place like 
Greenville, South Carolina, is to create 
jobs by having a price signal sent 
through the marketplace that coal, for 
example, is no longer going to get the 
freebie that it has gotten. Right now, 
it’s free good in the air. You can belch 
and burn all you want without any ac-
countability for what’s going up there. 

That’s a pretty good deal if you are 
the one belching and burning. But if 
you are the guy across the street who 
has got a better technology, a cleaner 
technology, a technology of the future, 
rather than of the past, then you are 
not going to take out that incumbent 
technology until a price signal is sent 
that could be sent by attaching the 
internals associated with the produc-
tion of electricity by something like 
coal. 

So what I am here to suggest, Madam 
Speaker, is that what we should be 
looking at is a revenue neutral carbon 
tax, revenue neutral in that you start 
with a tax reduction, reduce payroll 
taxes. In fact, I would like to eliminate 
them, but reducing payroll taxes is a 
first step. 

Second step, apply a transparent tax 
to carbon. The result would be that no 
additional taxation would be coming to 
the U.S. government. The burden 
would not be greater on the American 
citizen, but we would send a price sig-
nal that would cause companies like 
General Electric to be able to see their 
way clear to make those wind turbines 
and electricity generators to buy those 
gas turbines because the freebie, the 
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